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in vocational and technical skills which are
Argument in Favor of Proposition 1
Nearly one million students are in Cali- valuable in serving the employment needs
of the local job market. They provide £'
fornia's 95 Community Colleges now, and it
is estimated that there will be more than a portunity for young people to com pIe
million before 1975. Official projections by first two years of higher education, ".,He
the Community Colleges Chancellor's Office residing at home, and to enter the University
and the State Dppartment of Finance show or a State College with junior standing.
the need for Community College campus con- Adults desiring new vocational skills or to
struction programs totaling some $303.5 mil- improve their vocational and technical skills
are able to utilize the Community Colleges
lion in the next three years.
to great advantage. In addition, the ComState bond matching funds for Community munity Colleges offer communities the means
College buildings are exhausted, and with- to train welfare recipients in skills necesout additional state bonds the only financing sary for employment.
for Community College construction would
Each college is designed to serve the edube local property taxes.
cational requirements of the local commuApproval of the bond act will enable nity and to relate its educational programs
Community Collpge di-stricts to construet to the curricula of the secondary schools and
educational facilities necessary to accommo- of the state's institutions of higher pducadate 80,000 more full-time equivalent stu- tion.
dents. The funds will be expended only if
Californians have, through positive action,
warranted by student enrollment growth.
created a system of Community Colleges
Today, over half of the students enrolled unequal('d in the United States and, as a
in California public and private institutions eons('qu('nce, greatly increased the opporof higher education are in attendance at tunity for youth to achieve post-high sch('ol
public Community Colleges. Of $450 million education. There is no question that the
invested in buildings on Community College Community Colleges have proved to be a
campuses in the past 15 years, only $145 mil- sound educational investment for California
lion have come from State tunds, and facili- citizen~ and taxpayers. It is clear that apties for Community Colleges are built at proval of the bond act is nec('ssary to
comparatively low cost p"r student. Bond • protect the state's Community_ College infunds cannot be used for matching district vestment. It is also necessary if the state is
funds to build dormitories and student to meet its commitment to provide ~'"te
unions, to pay salaries or purchase supplies. matching funds for community colleg.
These bond funds represent the least expen- struction.
sive m('ans of financi~g other than through
The bond act passed both houses of the
a direct tax. State bonds ordinarily have an
amortization p('riod of 20 to 25 years and Legislature without a dissenting vote. It was
have be('n sold in recent issues at between approved by Governor Reagan. VOTE YES.
4.7 and 5 percent.
ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO
State Senator, 24th District
Many benefits derive from the investment
in Community College facilities. They offer
ALBERT S. RODDA
high school graduates educational programs
State Senator, 5th District
FOR BONDS TO PROVIDE HEALTH SCIENCE FACILITIES. (This act
provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty-five million nine hundred
thousand dollars ($155,900,000).)
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AGAINST BONDS TO PROVIDE HEALTH SCIENCE FACILITIES. ('l'his
act provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty-five million nine hundred thousand dollars ($155,900,000).)

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 2, Part II)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A "Yes" vote (a vote FOR BONDS) is a
vote to authorize the issuance and sale of
state bonds up to $155,900,000 to provide
funds for construction, equipment, and site
acquisition for health science facilities at the
University of California.
A "No" vote (a vote AGAINST BONDS)
is a vote against authorizing the issuance
and sale of state bonds for this purpose.
Foi' further details, see below.
(Detailed analysis on page 7, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
This proposition would authorize the state
to borrow $155,900,000 through the sal!' of
general obligation bonds to provide funds to
expand, develop and construct health sciences facilities on a number of campuses of
the University of California. The proceeds
of these bonds would be deposited in a special fund reserved solely for these usc~ "l1n
funds would. not be expended withou
cific legislative appropriations.
(Continued on page 7, column 2)
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Detailed Analysis by the
Legislative Counsel
This act, the Health Science Facilities
;nstruction Program Bond Act of 1971,
'uld authorize the issuance and sale of
state bonns in an amount not to exceed
$155,900,000 to provide funds for construction, equipment, and site acquisitions for
health science facilities at the University of
California.
Monpy from the sale of these bonds could
be expended only for projects for which
funds are appropriated by the Legislature
in a separate section of the Budget Act. The
Department of Finance would be required
each year to total the appropriations made
in such separate section of the Budget Act
and to request the Health Science Facilities
Construction Program Committee, consisting
of the Governor, the State Controller, the
State Treasurer, the Director of Finance,
and the Chairman of thc"Regents of the University of California, to have sufficient bonds
issued and sold to carry out such projects.
The bonds would be general obligations
of the state, for the payment of which the
full faith and credit of the state is pledged.
The act would appropriate from the General
Fund the amount necessary annually to
make the principal and interest payments
on the bonds as they become due. The bands
would be issued and sold pursuant to the
State General Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 16720) of
,rt 3, Division 4, Title 2 of the Government
Jde).
Argument in Favor of Proposition 2
Proposition 2 will mean better health care
for the people of California without increasing property taxes, since its cost will not be
paid from property tax sources.
Oalifornia needs more doctors, dentists,
nurses and other absolutely essential health
personnel if people iu thi~ state are to be
maintained in good health. Orowded waiting
rooms, unavailable physicians, "no house
calls" and skyrocketing costs are only some
indications of an impending health care crisis.
Other indications are more serious.
-All California medical schools combined
-public and private-produce only 600
physicians annually, yet three times that
number will be required annually just
to maintain the existing California ratio
of physicians to population.
-California's medical and dental schools
are forced to turn away 90-95% of the
qualified applications because space and
training facilities are lacking. 'l'hese problems are worsening every year.
By increasing the supply of health care
personnel and services in the face of rapidly
!!,"I)wing demand, Proposition 2 will help to
ntrol spiralling health care cosb!, It will do

(Continued in column 2)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
(Continued from page 6, column 2)
The planned expenditure program of the
University anticipates additional federal
grants totaling approximately $97.7 million
and funds from other nonstate sources totaling approximately $71.3 milli('n making a
grand total with the state bond money of
$324.9 million.
Under this plan, the major expenditures
would occur at the new medical schools at
Davis and Irvine with substantial expenditures at the oldest medical campus in San
Franeisco as w"ll as at Los Angelf's and San
Diego. Some of the funds would also be ('xpended at Berkeley and Riverside for meclically related facilities, partieularly in optometry and public health. Aetnal total
enrollments in health s('iences for the 197071 academic year w('re 7,015 with the major
emphasis in medicine which accounts for
more than one-half the total enrollment. The
remaining. enrollment is in denilstry, llursing, optometry, pharmacy, public and community health, and veterinary medicine. The
goal of the proposed plan is for a total enrollment in heahh sciences in excess of
11,675. 'rhis would nearly double the enrollments in the medicine and pub lie health disciplines and would inerease enrollmpnts in
the other areas to a lesser degree.
The initial step in this plan has already
been reviewed by the IJegislature and specific
projects have been authorized in the Budget
Act of 1972. 'rhese appropriations authorize
expenditures of $18,002,000 of these bond
funds but of this amount it is estimated that
only $10,038,000 would be expended if the
maximum amount of anticipated federal
grants is received.
The bonds are general obligation in nature
and pledge the full faith and credit of the
state for their payment. The repayment of
the principal amount borrowf'd, as well as
the interest thereon, will be borne by the
gen~ral taxpayer as has been the case wit h
simIlar issues to construct state educational
facilities.
.
This measure has been substantially reduced from the $246.3 million proposed for
Universitv of California health seenee facility const;uction in a proposition whIch was
not approved by the electorate at the June 2,
1970 primary election.
(Continued from column 1)

so at the cost of just 50¢ per year per person
over the life of the bonds and it will bring
to California nearly $100,000,000 in federal
matching funds to help us achieve this goal.
By dramatically increasing California's output of physicians, dentists, nurses, optometrists, medical researchers, pharmacists and
veterinarians, Proposition 2 will help assure
that California citizens will not needlessly
suffer and even die for lack of medical care
when they need it.
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teaching hospitals at the University of California campuses at Davis and Irvine. Apparently, the funds would not be limited to this
purpose and the conclusion, therefore, is tl·
the Act is deliberately made indefinite.
While the Act states that the proceeds of
the bonds authorized to be used shall be used
for the above stated purposes as are approved
and authorized. by the Legislature, the only
way the IJegislature seems to have any control
is to be found ill Section 7 of the 1971 part
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor
of the Act which provides that the proceeds
of Proposition 2
so deposited in the fund shall be reserved
The argument in favor of Proposition No. and allocated solely for expenditure for the
2 state-s in general terms what everyone purpose specified in this Act and only pursubasically agrees with but stilI does not go to ant to appropriation by the Legislature in the
the basic iRSUC of justifying the huge size manner hereinafter prescribed. Section 8,
of this bond issue divided as it is into two which follows. savs that a section shall be
parts.
included in the Budget Bill for each fiscal
It is also true that California has for year which section shall contain proposed.apmany years had to "import" doctors as our propriations. Apparently, the adoption of the
needs have long exceeded our supply; how- Budget Act by the Legislature is the extent
ever, California is a very attractive state in of the approval and authorization by the Legwhich to practice medicinp- and always will . islature. It is not clear as to the power of the
be.
Legislature to change or modify the program
The proponents should have met the issues contemplatE'd by this Act.
raised in the argument against this proposiI would much prefer Ii more open and dition, but have chosen not to.
l'ect proposal be submitted to the voters; there
Vote "No."
was no clearcut justification made to the SenCIJARK L. BRADLEY
ate as to th(' need for the total amounts proState Senator, 14th District
posed. I urge a "No" vote.
CLARK L. BHADLEY
Argument Ap.inst Proposition 2
State S~nator, 14th District
A "No" vote is requested in connection
with Proposition 2 providing for a $155,900,- Rebuttal to Argument .Against PropositioJ.1
000 bond issue with an additional bond issue
The argument against Proposition 2 i!;
of $138,100,000 to go on the ballot in 1976, nores the basic issue--California is facing a
to provide funds to meet the construction, major mdical ca.re crisis. We badly need
equipment, and site acquisition needs of the doctors, dentists, nurses and other health
state for purposes of providing health science care specialists. Without the passage of this
facilities at the University of California. This measure the quality of medical care in Caliis a total of $294,000,060 over a period of fornia may be severely jeopardized while
four years. This is a revised proposal from the cost of treatment will continue to skythe original proposal. calling for a vote on
rocket.
the total of $294,000,000 this Noyember.
Proposition 2 will enable us to train suffiThere are two basic objections to this proposition. One is the fact that the amount is cient health care personnel and construct the
still excessively high inasmuch as the purpose minimum facilities necessary to meet the
of the bond issue is ostensibly limited to but needs of our people. It will affect not one
one fipld of study at the University of Cali- but many fields of study related to both hufornia and its campuses. This leaves the seri- man and animal health.
The argument against Proposition 2 is
ous question as to how soon the University
of California will have to come before the based on the premise that the measure
people for funds for capital outlay construc- should be for $294 million dollars instead
tion in all of the other areas of study at the of only 156 million dollars. This reasoning
Uniwrsity, and of course, if the first part of doesn't make sense. Why should we ask the
the bond issue is approved, tht' cry will be voters to approve any more money than is
that we must approve the 1976 bond issue "to absolutely necessary at this time'
finish the job."
The contention that the Legislature does
The second objection is the indefiniteness not have enough power over these funds is
of the construction purposes. This act pro- misleading. Priorities have been set for projposes to create a "Health Science Facilities ects needed, and, after the bond issue is apConstruction Program Committee." The term proved by the voters, each project must be
"Health Science Facilities" is very indefiapproved by the Legislature and theGOv~
nite.
The 1972 amendments to Proposition 2 ernor before it can be started. No const;1;~
now state that the bonds "may" also be used tion-will be left incomplete to depend up,
for the purpose of constructing on-campus funding from a future bond issue.
A vote for Proposition 2 is a vote for your
good health as well as that of your family
and friends.
STEPHEN P. TEALE
State Se-nator, 3rd District
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR.
Asse-mblyman, 18th District
BOB MONAGAN
Assemblyman, 12th District
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STEPHEN P. TEALE
State Senator, 3rd District
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR.
Assemblyman, 18th District
BOB MONAGAN
Asspmblyman, 12th District

Proposition 2 makes sense because it is
a fiscally responsible program. It will cost
th{' nverage citizen only 50; per year. From
a
rs and cents point of view, Propositl·,. __ will mean better health care at a
lower cost for California fal:J.iIies.

ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION BOND AUTHORIZATION. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to provide fo!' issuance of revenue bonds, not secured by taxing power
of state, to finance acquisition, construction, and installation of
environmental pollution control facilities, and for lease or sale of
same to persons, associations, or corporations, other than municipal
corporations. Financial impact: No direct cost.

YES

3

NO

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 3, Part II)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A "Yes" vote on this legislative const.itutional amendment is a vote to authorize the
Legislature to provide for the issuance of
revenue bonds to finance the acquisition,
cO'1struction, and installation of environmental pollution control facilities and to provide for the lease or sale. of such facilities.
A "No" vote is a vote against granting the
Legislature such authority.
.
For further details, see below.

Detailed Analysis by the
Legislative Counsel
'Tn '~ measure would amend the Constituauthorize the Legislature to provide
issuance of revenue bonds, not secured by the taxing power of the state, to fiJ'ance the acquisition, construction, and installation of environmental pollution control
facilities, including the acquisition of all
technological facilities necessary or convenient for pollution control, and to provide for
the lease or sale of such facilities to persons,
associations, or corporations, other than
municipal corporations. The Legislature
would be authorized to prohibit or limit any
proposed issuance of such revenue bonds by
resolution adopted by either house.
The measure would not authorize a public
agency to operate any industrial or commercial enterprise.
Argument in Favor of Proposition 3
Pollution control requirements, newly imposed by federal, state and local governments, now make it mandatory that private
industrJ construct a wide variety of pollution control facilities to prevent air pollution, water pollution and other environmental contamination.
No amount of requirements, by themselves, can guarantee speedy compliance
with these new pollution control standards.
Complianl'c, in large part, depends upon the
a
'ility of adequate funds to finance eons,
,n of complex pollution control device".
(Continued on page 10, column 1)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
This constitutional amendment would permit the Legislature to provide for the sale of
revenue bonds to finance the acquisition, construction and installation of pollution control facilities and for the lease or sale of such
facilities to persons, associations, or corporations, other than municipal corporations. The
repayment of t.he bonds would not be guaranteed by the taxing power of tbe state.
Assembly Bill No. 1925, which is pending
in the current session of the Legislature
would, if enacted and signed by the Governor, establisp a California Pollution Control
Financing Authority. The authority would
be authorized to sell reyenue bonds in the
name of the State of California and to use
the proceeds from the bonds to finance. the
cost of lands, equipment and construction of
facilities for lease to private industry to control all forms of pollution to the environment. The lease rentals on the pollntion facilities would pay the principal and interest on
the revenue bonds and the operating costs of
the authority.
AB 1925 would authorize the authority to
issue $200,000,000 in revenue bonds to COIlstruct the pollution facilities. Additional
amounts may be authorized by the authority
unless either house of the Legislature passes
a resolution disapproving the issue. The bill
may be revised prior to final enactment or
not enacted. Other legislation may be enacted but AB 1925 by its own provisions, is
designated as the means of implementing
this constitutional amendment.
Although any revenue bonds issued pursuan t. to this constitutional amendment
would be self-supporting and not backed by
the taxing power of the state, such bonds
could have an effect on th!' finances of state
government. First, the sale of large amounts
of such bonds in addition to other state
bonds could increase the interest rate on future issues of state bonds on which the interest is paid from tax revenues. Second, if
revenues do not cover debt service on the
revenue bonds, the state's ability to sell
bonds could be impaired. As a consequence
(Continued on page 10, column 2)
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to be sold for the purpose of carrying out
this act. Any amounts withdrawn shall be
deposited in the State Oonstruction Program
l'und, and shall be reserved, allocated for
expenditure, and expended as specified in
Section 6 of this act. Any moneys made
ava.ila.ble under this section to the board
shall be returned by the board to the Gen.
eral Fund from moneys received from the
sale of bonds sold for the purpose of carry·
ing out this act, together with interest at
the rate of interest fixed in the bonds so
sold.
Sec. 9. The bonds authorized by this act
shall be prepared, executed, issued, sold,
paid and redeemed as provided in the State
General Obligation Bond Law (Ohapter 4

(commencing with Section 16720) of Part 3
of Division 4 of Title 2 of the Goverr
t
Oode), and all of the provisions of sat
I
are applicable to said bonds and to this act,
and are hereby incorporated in this act as
though set forth in full herein.
Sec. 10. The Oommunity Oollege Oon·
struction Program Oommittee is hereby cre·
ated. The committee shall consist of the
Goveruor, the State Oontroller, the State
Treasurer, the Director of Finance, and the
Chancellor of the Oalifornia Oommunity 001.
leges. For the purposes of this act the Oom.
munity Oollege Oonstruction Program Oom·
mittee shall be ''the committee" as that term
is used in the State General Obligation Bond
Law.

FOR BONDS TO PROVIDE HEALTH SOIENOE FAOILITIES. (This act
provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty·five million nine hundred
thousand dollars ($155,900,000).)

2

AGAINST BONDS TO PROVIDE HEALTH SOIENOE FAOILITIES. (This
act provides for a bond issue of one hundred fifty.five million nine hundred thousand dollars ($155,900,000).)
This law proposed hy SB 281 (Ch. 665), by
act of the Legislature passed at the 1971
Regular Session (as amended by SB 220 (Ch.
152) Tmd AB 589 (Ch. 470), passed at the
1972 Regular Session), is submitted to the
people in accordance with the provisions of
Article XVI of the Constitution.
(This proposed law does not e~pressly
amend any existing law; therefore, the pro·
visions thereof are printed in BOLDFAOE
TYPE to indicate that they are NEW.)
PROPOSED LAW
Section 1. It is the intention of the Leg.
islature in adopting this act to increase to
the maximum extent possible the output of
health professionals, the trllining of new cat·
egories of health personnel, the production
of new knowledge on the prevention and
care of disease, the efficiency of health care
delivery systems, and the utilization of avail.
able federal funds, and, in so doing, to
thereby minimize the cost of meeting the
health care needs of the people of Oalifornia..
Sec. 2. This act shall be known and may
be cited as the Health Science Facilities Oon·
struction Program Bond Act of 1971.
Sec. 3. The purpose of this act is to pro·
vide the necessary funds to meet the con.
struction, equipment, and site acquisition
needs of the state for purposes of providing
health science facilities at the University of
Oalifornia.
Proceeds of the bonds authorized to be issued under this act, in an amount or amounts
which the Legislature shall determine, shall
be used for the construction, equipment, and
site acquisition of health science facilities at
the University of Oalifornia as are approved
and authorized by the Legislature.
Sec. 4. Bonds in the total amount of one
hundred fifty.five million nine hundred thou·

sand dollars ($1,)5,900,000), or so much
thereof as is necessary, may be issued and
sold to provide a fund to be used for carry·
ing out the purposes expressed in Section 3
of this act, and to be used to reimburse the
General Obligation Bond Expense ltevr'
;l'und pursuant to Government Oode &
Jl
16724.5. Said bonds shall be known and ues·
ignated as 1971 Health Science Facilities
Ooustruction Program Bonds and, when sold,
shall be and constitute a valid and binding
obligation of the State of Oalifornia, and the
full faith and credit of the State of Oalifornia is hereby pledged for the punctual pay·
ment of both principal and interest on said
bonds as said principal and interest become
due and payable.
Sec. 5. There shall be collected each year
and in the same manner and at the same
time as other state revenue is collected, such
sum in addition to the ordinary revenues of
the state as shall be required to pay the
principal and interest on said bonds matur·
iug in said. year, and it is hereby made the
duty of all officers charged by
with any
duty in regard to the collection of said rev·
enue to do and perform each and every act
which shall be necessary to collect such additional sum.
Sec. 6. There is hereby appropriated
from the Generall'und in the State Treasury
for the purpose of this act, such an amount
as will equal the following:
(a) Such sum annually as will be neces·
sary to pay the principal and interest on
bonds issued and sold pursuant to the provi.
sions of this act, as said principal and '
'.
est become due and payable.
(b) Such sum as is necessary to carry out
the provisions of Section 9 of this act, which
sum is appropriated without regard to fiscal
years.
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Sec. 7. The proceeds of bonds issued and
s... '· ~ursuant to this act, together with int
earned thereon, if any, shall be depu __ .ed in the Health Science Facilities Construction Program Fund. The lIloney so deposited in the fund shall be reserved and
allocated solely for expenditure for the purposes specified in this act and only pursuant
to appropriation by the Legislature in the
manner hereinafter prescribed.
Sec. 8. A section shall be included in the
Budget Bill for each fiscal year bearing the
caption "1971 Health Science Facilities Construction Bond Act Program." Said section
shall contain proposed appropriations only
for the program contemplated by this act, and
no funds derived from the bonds authorized
by this act may be expended pursuant to an
appropriation not contained in said section of
the Budget Act. The Department of Finance,
which is hereby designated as the board for
the purposes of this act, shall annually total
the Budget Act appropriations referred to in
this section and, pursuant to Section 16730
of the Government Code, request the Health
Science Facilities Construction Program
Committee to cause bonds to be issued and
sold in quantities sufficient to carry out the
projects for which such appropriations were
made.
Sec. 9. For the purposes of carrying out
the provisions of this act the Director of
r 'lce may by executive order authorize
t
ithdrawal from the General Fund of an
amount or amounts not to exceed the amount i

of the unsold bonds which have been authorized to be sold for the purpose of carrying
out this act. Any amounts withdrawn shall
be deposited in the Health Science Facilities
Construction Program Fund, and shall be
reserved, allocated for expenditure, and expended as specified in Section 7 of this act.
Any moneys made available under this section to the '~ard shall be returned by the
board to the General Fund from moneys received from the sale of bonds sold for the
purpose of carrying out this act, togather
with interest at the rate of interest fixed in
the bonds so sold.
Sec. 10. The bonds authorized by this act
shall be prepared, executed, issued, sold, paid
and redeemed as provided in the State General Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 16720) of Part 3, Division 4, Title 2 of the Government Code),
and all of the provisions of said law are applicable to said bonds and to this act and are
hereby incorporated in this act as though set
forth in full herein.
Sec. 11. The Health Science Facilities
Construction Program Committee is hereby
created. The committee shall consist of the
Governor, the State Controller, the State
Treasurer, the J;>irector of Finance, and the
Chairman of the Regents of the University
of California. For the purpose of this act,
the Health Science Facilities Construction
Program Committee shall be the "committee"
as that term is used in the State Gener'll
Obligation Bond Law.

ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION BOND AUTHORIZATION. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to provide for issuance of revenue bonds, not secured by taxing power
of state, to finance acquisition, construction, and installation of
environmental pollution control facilities, and for lease or sale of
same to persons, associations, or corporations, other than municipal
corporations. Financial impact: No direct cost.

YES

3

(This amendment proposed by Assembly
Constitutional Amendment No. 81, 1972 Regular Session, expressly adds a new section to
the Constitution; therefore, NEW PROVISIONS proposed to be ADDED are printed
in BOLDFACE TYPE.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XVI
Sec. 14. The Legislature may provide
for the issuance of revenue bonds to finance
the acquisition, construction, and installation of environmental pollution control facilities, including the acquisition of all technological facilities necessary or convenient for
pollution control, and for the lease or sale of

NO

such facilities to persons, associations, or
corporations, other than municipal corporations; provided, that such revenue bonds
shall not be secured by the taxing power of
the state; and provided, further, that the
Legislature may, by resolution adopted by
either house, prohibit or limit any proposed
issuance of such revenue bonds. No provision of this Constitution, including, but not
limited to, Section 25 of Article xm and
Sections 1 and 2 of Article XVI, shall be
construed as a limitation upon the authority
granted to the Legislature pursuant to this
section. Nothing herein contained shall authorize any public agency to operate any
industrial or commercial enterprise.
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